SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


3 1 223  07661  501 3      DEPARTMENT  AUG  0  8  2005 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  •  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  •  San  Francisco,  California  •  94103-2414 


MAIN  NUMBER 

(415)  558-6378 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 
PHONE:  558-6411 

4TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6426 


ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR 
PHONE:  558-6350 

5TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6409 


PLANNING  INFORMATION 
PHONE:  558-6377 

MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
FAX:  558-5991 


COMMISS  ION  CALENDAR 
INFO:  558-6422 

INTERNET  WEB  SITE 
WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING 


To  Interested  Parties  Regarding  the  Attached  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration: 


A  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  is  being  sent  to  you  because  you  own  property  adjacent  to 
the  site,  or  because  you  have  expressed  an  interest  in  the  proposed  project  or  the  project  area.  Notice  of 
publication  of  this  document  was  printed  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  the  day  that  this  was 
mailed  to  you. 

Prior  to  consideration  of  the  proposed  project  by  decision  makers  (which  may  result  in  either  approval  or 
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An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  EIR  must  be  prepared,  based 
upon  whether  or  not  the  project  could  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  physical  environment.  If  an 
appeal  is  filed,  there  will  be  a  public  hearing  at  which  anyone  may  testify  for  or  against  the  contention 
that  an  EIR  is  required.  In  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  may  be  made 
final,  subject  to  necessary  modifications,  at  the  end  of  the  20-day  review  period. 

Please  note  that  preparation  or  finalization  of  a  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a 
decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the  proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any 
such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the  information  contained  in  the  Mitigated 
Declaration. 
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To  Interested  Parties  Regarding  the  Attached  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration: 

A  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  is  being  sent  to  you  because  you  own  property  adjacent  to 
the  site,  or  because  you  have  expressed  an  interest  in  the  proposed  project  or  the  project  area.  Notice  of 
publication  of  this  document  was  printed  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  the  day  that  this  was 
mailed  to  you. 

Prior  to  consideration  of  the  proposed  project  by  decision  makers  (which  may  result  in  either  approval  or 
disapproval),  the  Planning  Department  is  required  to  complete  an  environmental  evaluation.  In 
conformance  with  this  requirement,  the  Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  Division  has 
evaluated  the  current  proposal  and  has  determined  that  it  could  not  significantly  affect  the  environment. 
A  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  containing  this  determination  with  supporting  reasons  is 
enclosed. 

Within  20  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  publication  indicated  on  the  first  page  of  the  Preliminary 
Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  any  person  may: 

1)  Review  the  attached  materials  for  informational  purposes. 

2)  Make  recommendations  for  amendment  of  the  text.  (Text  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct 
statements  and  may  be  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant  issues  or  to  cover  issues  in  greater  depth. 
This  may  be  done  without  the  appeal  described  below).  -  OR  - 

3)  Appeal  the  determination  of  no  significant  effect  in  a  letter  that  specifies  the  grounds  for  such 
appeal  and  requests  that  an  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  be  prepared.  Send  the  appeal  letter  to  the 
Planning  Department,  Attention:  Paul  Maltzer,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San  Francisco  CA,  94103. 
The  letter  must  be  accompanied  by  a  check  in  the  amount  of  $200.00  payable  to  the  Planning 
Department,  and  must  be  received  by  5  p.m.  on  the  20th  day  following  the  date  of  the  publication 
indicated  on  the  first  page  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  The  appeal  letter  and 
check  may  also  be  presented  in  person  at  the  Planning  Information  Counter  on  the  first  floor  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  EIR  must  be  prepared,  based 
upon  whether  or  not  the  project  could  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  physical  environment.  If  an 
appeal  is  filed,  there  will  be  a  public  hearing  at  which  anyone  may  testify  for  or  against  the  contention 
that  an  EIR  is  required.  In  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  may  be  made 
final,  subject  to  necessary  modifications,  at  the  end  of  the  20-day  review  period. 

Please  note  that  preparation  or  finalization  of  a  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a 
decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the  proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any 
such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the  information  contained  in  the  Mitigated 
Negative  Declaration. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  attached  materials  or  this  process,  please  contact  the  planner 
identified  as  the  "Agency  Contact  Person"  on  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  cover  page. 
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PRELIMINARY  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


Date  of  Publication  of  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration:  August  6,  2005 

Lead  Agency:  Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Viktoriya  Mass 

Telephone:  (415)  558-5955 

Project  Title:    2003 . 1 1 08E  -  450  Frederick  Street 

Project  Sponsor/Contact:  Jared  Eigerman 

Telephone:  (415)  567-9000 

Project  Address:                   450  Frederick  Street 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:       Block  1 262,  Lots  0 1 2 

City  and  County:                 San  Francisco 

Project  Description:  The  proposed  450  Frederick  Street  project  is  located  on  Assessor  Block  1262,  Lot  012,  between 
Shrader  and  Stanyan  Streets  in  the  Cole  Valley/Haight-Ashbury  neighborhood.  The  proposed  project  would  involve  the 
demolition  of  a  single-family  residence  and  construction  of  a  three-unit  residence.  The  existing  building  is  a  1,755-gross 
square  feet  (gsf)  one-story-over-garage,  single-family  home,  constructed  in  approximately  1897.  The  proposed  project  would 
result  in  the  construction  of  a  5,550-gsf,  four-story,  three-unit  residential  building.  The  approximately  1,240-gsf  ground  floor 
would  be  used  as  a  garage  for  the  proposed  three  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  remaining  three  floors  would  each  contain 
one  two-bedroom  dwelling  unit.  The  proposed  project  would  rise  40  feet  from  street  level  to  the  top  of  the  parapet.  The  site 
is  zoned  RH-3  (House,  Three-Family)  and  is  in  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district. 

Building  Permit  Application  Number(s),  if  Applicable:  Not  applicable. 

THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This  finding  is  based 
upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect), 
15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the  following 
reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Mitigation  measures,  if  any,  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects:  See  page  29. 


cc:        Alexander  Gutkin,  Project  Sponsor 

Jared  Eigerman,  Attorney  at  Law,  Reuben  &  Junius 

Glenn  Cabreros,  Northwest  Neighborhood  Planning  Team 

Hon.  Ross  Mirkarimi,  Supervisor  District  5 

Sue  Hestor,  Esq. 
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INITIAL  STUDY 
2003.1 108E  -  450  Frederick  Street 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  450  Frederick  Street  project  is  located  on  the  400  block  of  Frederick  Street,  bounded  by  Beulah  Street  to 
the  north,  Shrader  Street  to  the  east,  Frederick  Street  to  the  south,  and  Stanyan  Street  to  the  west  (see  Figure  1).  The 
proposed  project  would  involve  the  demolition  of  a  single-family  residence  and  construction  of  a  three-unit  residence. 
The  existing  building  is  a  1,755  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  one-story-over-garage,  single-family  home  (Assessor's  Block 
1262,  Lot  012).  The  building  was  originally  constructed  in  approximately  1897.1 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  construction  of  a  5,550-gross  square  feet  (gsf),  four-story,  three-unit  residential 
building.  The  approximately  1,240-gsf  ground  floor  would  be  used  as  a  garage  for  the  proposed  three  off-street  parking 
spaces  (see  Figure  2).  The  remaining  three  floors  would  each  contain  one  two-bedroom  dwelling  unit.  Figure  3  shows 
the  floor  plan  for  the  second  level  dwelling  unit,  which  is  representative  of  all  three  proposed  units.  The  first  and  second 
level  units  would  each  be  approximately  1,515  gsf  and  the  third  level  unit  would  be  1,280  gsf.  The  second-  and  third- 
level  units  would  have  balconies  at  the  rear  of  the  building.  The  proposed  project  would  rise  40  feet  from  street  level  to 
the  top  of  the  parapet  (see  Figure  4).  Vehicular  and  pedestrian  entrance  to  the  building  would  be  from  Frederick  Street. 

PROJECT  SETTING 

The  project  site  is  located  at  450  Frederick  Street  on  the  north  side  of  the  street,  between  Shrader  and  Stanyan  Streets  in 
the  Cole  Valley/Haight-Ashbury  neighborhood.  The  site  is  zoned  RH-3  (House,  Three-Family)  and  is  in  a  40-X  height 
and  bulk  district.  The  project  vicinity  is  primarily  residential  with  ground-floor  commercial  uses,  such  as  restaurants, 
laundromats  and  corner  neighborhood  markets,  located  on  Stanyan,  Cole  and  Carl  Streets.  The  project  site  is  about  one 
block  east  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  eight  blocks  west  of  Buena  Vista  Park  and  approximately  three  blocks  north  of  Grattan 
Elementary  School.  The  project  site  vicinity  is  predominantly  comprised  of  two-  to  three-story  above  garage  residential 
flats.2  Several  apartment  buildings,  ranging  from  three  to  five  stories,  are  also  present  within  the  project  site  vicinity. 

Residential  uses  border  the  project  site  to  the  north,  east  and  west,  as  well  as  to  the  south,  across  Frederick  Street. 
Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the  west  is  a  three-unit,  three-story  above  garage  residential  building.  Adjacent  to  the 
project  site  on  the  east  is  also  a  three-story-above-basement  residential  building.  The  garage  for  this  building  is 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site  and  contains  a  roof-top  deck  (see  Figure  5).  Across  from  the  project  site,  on  the 
south  side  of  Frederick  Street,  are  two-  and  three-story-above-garage  residential  buildings.  The  400  block  of  Frederick 
Street  gently  slopes  downward  from  east  to  west  and  from  south  to  north. 


Architectural  Resources  Group,  450  Frederick  Street  —  Historical  Resource  Evaluation  Report,  June  7,  2004. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  Initial  Study,  project  vicinity  is  defined  as  approximately  500  feet  (0.1  miles)  out  from  the 
project  site. 

450  Frederick  Street    Initial  Study 

Case  No.  2003.  U08E  ~  August  2005 
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 Figure  1  

Project  Location 

Source:  Domus  Construction  Inc.  June  16,  2005. 
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 Figure  2 

Ground  Floor  Plan 

Source:  Domus  Construction  Inc.  June  16, 2005. 
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 Figure  5  

Proposed  Project  and  Existing  Adjacent  Residential  Buildings 

Source:  Domus  Construction  Inc.  June  16,  2005. 
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PROJECT  BACKGROUND 


A  November  5,  2003  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,  prepared  by  Kaye  Simonson,  Preservation  Technical 
Specialist  for  the  Planning  Department,  determined  that  the  existing  building  had  been  substantially  altered  and  therefore, 
does  not  appear  to  qualify  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  Based  on  that  determination,  as 
well  as  other  factors,  a  categorical  exemption  for  the  proposed  project  was  issued  on  November  10,  2003.  The 
categorical  exemption  was  appealed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  appellants  presented  new  information  regarding 
the  historical  significance  of  the  existing  building  and  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  In  order  to  evaluate  this  new 
information,  the  Planning  Department  rescinded  the  categorical  exemption  for  the  proposed  project.  This  Initial  Study 
considers  all  information  available  to  the  Planning  Department  in  evaluating  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project. 

Not 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS  Applicable  Discussed 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes  proposed  to  the  City 

Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.    X 

2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the 

City  or  Region,  if  applicable.    X 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (Planning  Code),  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
permitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  (or 
to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Planning  Code, 
or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code.  Approval  of  the  proposed  project  would  result  in 
demolition  of  an  existing  single-family  residence  and  construction  of  a  three-unit  residence.  The  specific  impacts  of  this 
proposed  development  are  discussed  below  under  the  relevant  topic  headings. 

The  proposed  residential  use  is  a  principally  permitted  use  in  the  RH-3  (House,  Three  Family)  zoning  district.  The  RH-3 
District  allows  three  units  per  lot  (Section  209.1  of  the  Planning  Code).  Pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  151,  the 
proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  three  off-street  parking  spaces  (one  space  for  each  unit).  The  proposed 
project  would  include  three  residential  units  and  three  off-street  parking  spaces,  and  is,  therefore,  in  conformance  with 
Planning  Code  Sections  209.1  and  151.  No  loading  spaces  would  be  required  under  Section  152  of  the  Planning  Code, 
and  none  are  proposed.  The  proposed  project  is  in  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district,  which  limits  the  maximum  height  of  a 
building  to  40  feet.  The  proposed  project  would  have  a  height  of  40  feet  from  the  street  level  to  the  parapet  and 
therefore,  would  be  consistent  with  the  Planning  Code. 

The  San  Francisco  General' Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions,  contains 
some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially 
conflict  with  any  such  policy.  As  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  the  project,  the  Planning 
Commission  will  consider  other  potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  and  will  weigh  General  Plan  policies  and 
decide  whether,  on  balance,  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  General  Plan.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  here 
could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 


Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  Plan,  which  directly  address 
environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards,  which  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve 
characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict 
with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative,  which 
added  Section  101 . 1  to  the  City  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  (1)  preservation 
and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  (2)  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  (3)  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  (4)  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  (5)  protection  of  industrial  and 
service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business 
ownership;  (6)  maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness;  (7)  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  (8) 
protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or  change  of  use,  and 
prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that 
the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  current  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  policy  as  it  relates  to  physical  environmental  issues.  As  part  of  its  decision  to 
approve,  modify  or  disapprove  the  project,  the  Planning  Commission  will  consider  other  potential  conflicts  with  Priority 
Policies  and  decide  whether,  on  balance  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

All  items  on  the  Initial  Study  Checklist  have  been  checked  "No,"  indicating  that,  upon  evaluation,  staff  has  determined 
that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  effect.  Several  of  those  Checklist  items 
have  also  been  checked  "Discussed,"  indicating  that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about  that  particular  issue. 
For  all  of  the  items  checked  "No,"  without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant  adverse 
environmental  effects  are  based  upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard 
reference  material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines 
for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

1)  Land  Use     -  Could  the  Project:  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established 

community?  X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the 

vicinity?  X  X 

The  proposed  project  involves  the  construction  of  an  approximately  5,550-gsf,  four-story,  40-foot  high  residential 
building,  which  would  contain  three  dwelling  units  and  three  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an 
area  that  is  zoned  for  three-family  units  and  is  predominantly  occupied  by  large  flats.  Several  apartment  buildings, 
ranging  from  three  to  five  stories,  are  also  present  within  the  project  site  vicinity.  As  discussed  in  the  project  description, 
the  project  vicinity  is  primarily  residential  with  ground-floor  commercial  uses,  such  as  restaurants,  laundromats  and 
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comer  neighborhood  markets,  located  on  Stanyan,  Cole  and  Carl  Streets.  Residential  uses  border  the  project  site  to  the 
north,  east  and  west,  as  well  as  to  the  south,  across  Frederick  Street.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the  west  is  a  three- 
unit,  three-story  above  garage  residential  building.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the  east  is  also  a  three-story-above- 
basement  residential  building.  The  garage  for  this  building  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site  and  contains  a 
roof-top  deck  (see  Figure  5).  Across  from  the  project  site,  on  the  south  side  of  Frederick  Street,  are  two-  and  three-story- 
above-garage  residential  buildings. 

Land  use  impacts  are  considered  to  be  significant  if  the  proposed  project  would  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established  community,  or  have  a  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity.  The 
proposed  project  would  replace  an  existing  residential  building  and  as  such,  would  be  incorporated  within  the  established 
street  plan  and  would  not  create  an  impediment  to  the  passage  of  persons  or  vehicles.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
introduce  a  new  or  incompatible  land  use  to  the  area.  The  nature  and  intensity  of  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with 
the  existing  character  of  development  in  the  area,  which  predominantly  consists  of  two-  to  three-story-above-garage 
residential  flats.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  divide  a  community  or  substantially  affect  the  existing  character 
of  the  area,  it  would  not  result  in  a  significant  land  use  impact.  Additionally,  though  the  proposed  project  would 
represent  an  increase  in  the  number  of  units  from  one  to  three,  it  would  not  represent  a  change  from  the  existing 
residential  land  use,  and  so  it  would  not  be  considered  cumulatively  considerable. 


2)  Visual  Quality     -  Could  the  Project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect?  _  X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 

observed  from  public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially  impacting  other 

properties?  _  X  X 

Design  and  aesthetics  are  by  definition  subjective,  and  open  to  interpretation  by  decision  makers  and  members  of  the 
public.  A  proposed  project  would,  therefore,  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  visual  quality  only  if  it 
would  cause  a  substantial  and  demonstrable  negative  change.  The  proposed  project  would  not  cause  such  a  change. 

The  project  site  is  located  on  a  tree-lined  residential  street  with  primarily  two-  to  three-story-above-garage  homes.  The 
proposed  40-foot  tall  building  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  adjacent  buildings  as  well  as  most  of  the  homes  in  the 
project  site  vicinity.  Buildings  in  the  project  site  vicinity  range  from  two-story  to  five-story  structures.  At  40  feet,  the 
proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  40-X  height  and  bulk  district  where  it  is  located.  The  proposed  project 
would  respect  window  types  and  front  porch/entry  patterns  exhibited  throughout  the  neighborhood  and  overall,  would  be 
compatible  with  the  surrounding  environment  in  regards  to  size,  scale,  proportion  and  massing.  Since  the  proposed 
project  would  be  consistent  in  use  and  scale  with  other  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity,  it  would  not  have  a  substantial, 
demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect. 
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The  project  site  is  approximately  eight  blocks  west  of  Buena  Vista  Park,  which  is  located  on  a  hill  that  peaks  at 
approximately  575  feet  above  sea  level.3  The  Buena  Vista  Park  affords  views  of  many  San  Francisco  neighborhoods. 
The  proposed  project  is  relatively  far  away  from  Buena  Vista  Park  and  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  surrounding 
buildings.  Consequently,  it  would  not  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  views  from  a  public  area. 

The  proposed  building  could  block  existing  views  of  St.  Ignatius  Church  for  some  residents  on  the  south  side  of 
Frederick  Street  because  it  would  be  taller  than  the  existing  building.  The  proposed  project  could  also  potentially 
increase  shade  on  the  garage  roof-top  deck  of  the  property  to  the  east  of  the  project  site.  Shading  and  impacts  to  private 
views  are  rarely  a  significant  impact  under  CEQA,  especially  in  dense  urban  settings  such  as  the  one  in  which  the 
proposed  project  will  be  located.  The  reduction  in  private  views  and  increased  shade  would  be  an  unavoidable 
consequence  of  the  project  and  would  be  an  undesirable  change  for  those  individuals  affected,  but  such  impacts  are 
limited  in  nature  and  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact  under  CEQA. 

The  proposed  building  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  because  the  proposed  use  would  not  generate 
substantially  more  light  or  glare  than  do  the  existing  residential  uses  in  the  area.  Furthermore,  the  project  would  comply 
with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  For  these  reasons, 
the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  and  glare  that  would  substantially  impact  other  properties. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  substantial  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect;  would  not  substantially 
degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  vista  observed  from  public  areas;  and  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  and  glare. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  visual  resources.  Cumulative  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project  would  also  be  less-than-significant  as  it  would  not  contribute  to  a  negative  aesthetic  effect. 


3)  Population     -  Could  the  Project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population?  _  X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either  housing  or 

employment)?    X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in  San 

Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  ^  X  X 


Based  on  the  average  household  density  factor  of  1.95  persons  per  unit  for  Census  Tract  171,  the  proposed  three-unit 
building  would  house  about  six  people.4  The  increase  in  the  number  of  residents  on  the  project  site  is  negligible  and 
would  not  substantially  increase  the  area- wide  population.  While  the  proposed  project  would  demolish  one  dwelling 
unit,  it  would  construct  three  dwelling  units  in  its  place,  thus,  resulting  in  a  net  increase  of  two  dwelling  units.  Since  the 
proposed  project  would  not  induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population,  displace  a  large  number  of  people 
or  create  a  demand  for  additional  housing,  it  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  population  impact. 


Wildflower  Productions,  TOPO!  Interactive  Maps  on  CD-ROM,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  Wine  Country,  and  Big  Sur: 
SF  Bay  Area,  1997. 

U.S.  Census  Bureau,  Census  2000  Summary  File  1,  Census  Tract  171,  San  Francisco  County,  Data  Table  P17. 
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4)  Transportation/Circulation    -  Could  the  Project:  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 

existing  traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street  system?    X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems,  causing  substantial 

alterations  to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  X  X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 

accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which  cannot  be 

accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  X  X 

Traffic 


Based  on  the  trip  generation  rates  for  residential  and  commercial  uses  from  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation 
Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  October  2002,  the  proposed  project  would  be  expected  to 
generate  about  30  daily  person-trips  spread  among  the  various  modes  of  transportation  (private  automobile,  public  transit, 
walking,  or  other  modes  such  as  bicycling)  with  five  (5)  trips  being  generated  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  These  five  (5) 
PM  peak-hour  person-trips  would  be  distributed  among  various  modes  of  transportation,  including  about  three  (3) 
automobile  person-trips,  two  (2)  transit  trips,  and  one  (1)  walking  trip.  Based  on  the  mode  split  and  average  automobile 
occupancy  for  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  14  daily  vehicular  trips  of  which  two  (2)  would  be  during  the  PM 
peak  hour. 

The  number  of  vehicles  that  would  be  added  to  the  PM  peak  hour  by  the  proposed  project  is  too  low  to  have  a  perceptible 
effect  on  traffic  flow  on  the  street  network  serving  the  project  area.  The  average  driver  would  not  discern  a  change  in  the 
level  of  delay  or  congestion  they  currently  experience.  Traffic  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  during  the 
PM  peak  hour  would  not  be  a  large  enough  increase  to  affect  a  significant  increase  relative  to  the  existing  capacity  of  the 
surrounding  street  system.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  traffic  impact. 
Furthermore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  cumulative  impact,  as  it  would  add  a  negligible 
number  of  PM  peak  hour  trips  to  the  surrounding  street  network. 

Transit 

The  project  site  is  well  served  by  public  transit.  There  are  ten  MUNI  lines  (N-Judah,  6-Parnassus,  7-Haight,  16BX- 
Noriega  'B'  Express,  37-Corbett,  43-Masonic,  66-Quintara,  71(L)  Haight-Noriega  (Limited),  and  94N-N-OWL)  with 
stops  the  project  site  vicinity.  As  mentioned  above,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  about  two  (2)  PM  peak-hour 
transit  trips,  which  would  be  distributed  among  the  public  transit  lines  providing  service  to  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 
This  minor  addition  to  the  transit  system  would  not  have  a  substantial  or  noticeable  impact  upon  transit  services  in  the 
project  area  or  affect  transit  operations. 

Parking 


Pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  151,  one  off-street  parking  space  is  required  per  each  dwelling  unit.  The  proposed 
project  would  result  in  three  dwelling  units  and  would  provide  three,  accessory  off-street  parking  spaces  on  the  ground 
floor  of  the  proposed  building.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  parking  requirement. 
Based  on  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  the 
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proposed  project  would  create  a  parking  demand  of  about  five  (5)  daily  spaces  at  450  Frederick  Street.  Given  that  the 
proposed  project  would  provide  three  parking  spaces  on  site,  it  would  have  an  unmet  parking  demand  of  two  daily 
spaces.  On-street  parking  in  the  project  area  consists  of  both  metered  and  unmetered  spaces,  with  an  overlay  control  of 
Residential  Permit  Parking  Zone  J.5  The  estimated  unmet  parking  demand  of  two  off-street  spaces  is  considered  to  be  a 
less-than-significant  effect  on  parking  conditions  in  the  project  area,  regardless  of  the  availability  of  on-street  parking 
under  existing  conditions. 

San  Francisco  does  not  consider  parking  supply  as  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment.  Parking  conditions  are 
not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies  from  day  to  day,  from  day  to  night,  from  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the 
availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people 
change  their  modes  and  patterns  of  travel. 

Parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA. 
Under  CEQA,  a  project's  social  impacts  need  not  be  treated  as  significant  impacts  on  the  environment.  Environmental 
documents,  should  however,  address  the  secondary  physical  impacts  that  could  be  triggered  by  a  social  impact.  (CEQA 
Guidelines  §  15131(a).)  Given  the  relatively  small  unmet  parking  demand  (i.e.,  2  daily  spaces)  and  the  relatively  brief 
period  of  time  when  such  a  deficit  would  occur,  the  increased  parking  demand  would  not  substantially  alter  the  existing 
character  of  the  area-wide  parking  situation  nor  cause  secondary  environmental  impacts. 

Loading 

The  Planning  Code  does  not  require  off-street  loading  for  residential  uses  of  less  than  100,000  gsf.  The  proposed 
project,  which  contains  5,550  gsf  of  residential  use,  would  not  be  required  to  provide  loading  spaces,  and  none  are 
proposed.  Moreover,  based  on  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Review,  the  proposed  project  would  not  create  any  significant  loading  demand. 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Conditions 

Pedestrian  entrance  to  the  proposed  building  would  be  from  Frederick  Street.  Pedestrian  flows  would  not  change 
substantially  with  the  proposed  residential  use.  Any  change  would  be  accommodated  on  the  local  sidewalks,  and  would 
not  result  in  safety  concerns.  Furthermore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  expected  to  interfere  with  bicycle 
accessibility  or  create  hazardous  conditions  for  bicyclists.  Therefore,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  impacts  are  expected  to  be 
less  than  significant. 

Construction  Impacts 

During  the  construction  period,  temporary  and  intermittent  traffic  and  transit  impacts  would  result  from  truck  movements 
to  and  from  the  project  site.  The  construction  schedule  would  be  approximately  7:30  p.m.  to  4:30  p.m.  weekdays.  Most 
deliveries  would  be  scheduled  for  early  mornings.  Temporary  parking  demand  from  construction  workers'  vehicles  and 
impacts  on  local  intersections  from  construction  worker  traffic  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  construction 


In  the  Residential  Permit  Parking-designated  Zone  "J,"  parking  is  restricted  to  a  two-hour  limit  (from  9:00  a.m.  to  5:00 
p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday),  except  for  neighborhood  residents  with  parking  permit  stickers  obtained  from  the  City  (for 
whom  unlimited  parking  duration  is  allowed).  This  regulation  has  the  effect  of  displacing  long-term,  non-resident  parking 
in  favor  of  resident  parking. 
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workers  who  would  use  automobiles.  The  workers  would  normally  park  their  cars  on  the  site  or  use  street  parking. 
There  is  no  pile  driving  anticipated,  and  dust-generated  activities  will  be  mitigated  with  water  spray  and  covered  truck 
hauling  (see  Mitigation  Measure  1,  Construction  Air  Quality).  Although  construction  workers  may  have  to  circulate  on 
streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  to  find  available  parking,  the  anticipated  parking  deficit  would  not  substantially 
change  the  capacity  of  the  existing  street  system  or  alter  the  existing  parking  conditions  in  the  area. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  regarding  Transportation/Circulation. 

5)  Noise     -  Could  the  Project: 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for  adjoining 
areas? 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable? 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels? 

The  urban  setting  of  the  project  area  includes  numerous  potential  sources  of  noise.  Based  on  published  scientific 
acoustic  studies,  the  traffic  volumes  in  a  project  area  would  need  to  approximately  double  to  produce  an  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people  in  the  area.  Given  that  the  proposed  development  would  not  cause  a 
doubling  in  traffic  volumes,  the  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the 
ambient  noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  include  mechanical  equipment  that  would  be  anticipated  to  produce  operational  noise. 
Therefore,  effects  related  to  operational  noise  would  not  be  significant.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  produce 
operational  noise,  it  would  not  contribute  to  a  cumulative  operational  noise  impact. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity.  Construction  equipment 
would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  properties. 
There  may  be  times  when  noise  could  interfere  with  indoor  activities  in  nearby  commercial  uses.  Noise  impacts  could  be 
intermittently  disruptive  or  annoying  to  persons  nearby;  however,  they  would  be  temporary  in  nature  and  limited  to  the 
period  of  construction.  All  construction  activities  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance 
(Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code).  The  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that:  (1)  noise  levels  of  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  must  not  exceed  80  decibels  (measured  as  dB  A;  a  unit  of  measure  for  sound  where 
"A"  denotes  use  of  the  A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the  response  to  the  human  ear  to  various  frequencies  of  sound) 
at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source;  (2)  impact  tools  must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  that  are  approved  by  the 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  best  accomplish  maximum  noise  reduction;  and  (3)  if  the  noise  from  the 
construction  work  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  levels  at  the  property  line  of  the  site  by  five  dBA,  the  work  must  not 
be  conducted  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  unless  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  authorizes  a 
special  permit  for  conducting  the  work  during  that  period.  Compliance  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  is  required  by  law  and 
would  reduce  any  construction  noise-related  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  projects.  The 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  review  the  final  building  plans  to  insure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling 
assemblies  meet  State  standards  regarding  sound  transmission.  Compliance  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of 
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Regulations  would  ensure  that  existing  noise  levels  would  not  substantially  impact  project  residents.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  noise  impact. 

6)  Air  Quality/Climate     -  Could  the  Project:  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 

substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation?    X  X 

(b)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations?  X  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?    X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or  change  the  climate 

either  in  the  community  or  region?    X   


Air  Quality 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (B  AAQMD)  has  established  thresholds  for  projects  requiring  its  review 
for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  These  thresholds  are  based  on  the  minimum  size  projects  that  the  B  AAQMD  considers 
capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems  due  to  vehicular  traffic.  The  B  AAQMD  considers  residential  projects  greater 
than  510  apartment  units,  office  projects  greater  than  280,000  gsf,  and  retail  development  greater  than  87,000  gsf  to 
result  in  potentially  significant  vehicular  emission  impacts.  The  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  the  above  minimum 
standards  and,  therefore,  no  significant  air  quality  impact  due  to  vehicular  emissions  would  be  generated. 

During  construction,  air  quality  could  potentially  be  affected  for  short  periods.  The  demolition  of  the  existing  structure, 
and  the  movement  of  soils  to  excavate  the  foundation  and  grade  the  project  site,  while  minimal,  would  create  fugitive 
dust  and  emit  criteria  pollutants  as  a  result  of  diesel  fuel  combustion.  The  criteria  pollutants  or  precursors  to  criteria 
pollutants  are:  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (S02),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  particulate 
matter  with  a  diameter  of  less  than  10  microns  (PMi0).  Fugitive  dust  is  made  up  of  particulate  matter  including  PMi0. 

Construction  emissions  would  occur  in  short  term  and  temporary  phases,  but  could  still  cause  adverse  effects  on  local  air 
quality.  The  BAAQMD,  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible  PM10  control  measures  for  construction 
activities.  In  order  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  site  preparation  and  construction,  the  project  sponsor 
has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  1 ,  Construction  Air  Quality,  presented  in  Section  D  of  this  document.  With 
implementation  of  this  measure,  construction  air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Shadows 

Section  295  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in  November  1984) 
to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise 
and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year-round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  on  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning  Commission  finds  the 
impact  to  be  insignificant.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  40  feet,  the  provisions  of  Section  295  do  not 
apply. 


The  proposed  project  would  add  new  shade  to  portions  of  the  proposed  project  site  as  well  as  to  surrounding  properties, 
such  as  the  garage  roof-top  deck  on  the  neighboring  property  to  the  east.  However,  because  of  the  proposed  building 
height  and  the  configuration  of  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  the  net  new  shading  which  would  result  from  the 
project's  construction  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading  above  levels  which 
are  common  and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas.  While  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  as  a  lead  agency,  has 
chosen  to  incorporate  the  issue  of  the  sun  shading  effects  of  proposed  projects  on  public  open  spaces  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  due  to  the  dense  urban  fabric  of  the  City,  the 
loss  of  sunlight  on  private  residences  or  property  is  rarely  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment  under 
CEQA.  Although  residents  may  regard  the  increase  in  shadow  during  any  time  of  the  year  an  inconvenience,  the  limited 
amount  of  increase  in  shading  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  or  adverse  impact  under  CEQA. 

Wind 

Wind  impacts  are  generally  caused  by  large  building  masses  extending  substantially  above  their  surroundings,  and  by 
buildings  oriented  such  that  a  large  wall  catches  a  prevailing  wind,  particularly  if  such  a  wall  includes  little  or  no 
articulation.  Since,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  substantially  taller  than  nearby  buildings,  it  would  not  result  in 
adverse  effects  on  ground-level  winds. 

7)  Utilities/Public  Services    -  Could  the  Project: 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards  relating  to 
solid  waste  or  litter  control? 

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 
development? 

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation  or  other 
public  facilities? 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 
facilities? 

The  proposed  project  is  on  a  site  that  is  currently  served  by  fire,  police,  schools,  solid  waste,  collection,  recreational 
facilities,  water,  gas,  and  electricity.  The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and 
utilities  on  the  site,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area.  The  proposed  building  would  be 
designed  to  incorporate  water-conserving  measures,  such  as  installing  low  flush  toilets,  as  required  by  San  Francisco 
Building  Code.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  significant  utilities  and  public  services  impacts. 

San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties  regarding  the  supply  of 
electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the 
problem  may  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to  meet  its  demand  and  must  import  energy  from 
outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  California 
Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating  facilities 
in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area,  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power 
supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with  conservation,  will  be  part  of  the  statewide  effort  to 


YES       NO  DISCUSSED 
_         X  _ 
_         X  _ 
—        x  X 
X  X 


450  Frederick  Street 
Case  No.  2003.1 108E 


16 


Initial  Study 
August  2005 


achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  overall 
demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities. 
Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical 
environmental  effect  or  contribute  to  a  cumulative  impact. 

8)  Biology     -  Could  the  Project: 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of  animal  or 
,  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species? 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or  plants,  or 
interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 
fish  or  wildlife  species? 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature,  scenic  trees? 

The  proposed  project  site  is  in  a  developed  urban  area  and  does  not  support  or  provide  habitat  for  any  rare  or  endangered 
wildlife  species,  animal  or  plant  life  or  habitat,  nor  would  it  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  Therefore, 
there  would  be  no  significant  impact  on  biological  resources. 


YES       NO  DISCUSSED 


X  X 
X  X 


9)  Geology/Topography     -  Could  the  Project:  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards  (slides, 

subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction).  _         X  X 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique  geologic  or 

physical  features  of  the  site?    X 


The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element  contains  maps  that  show  areas  of  the  City  subject  to 
geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  ground  shaking  with  nonstructural  damage  (level  VII) 
along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Fault  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3  of  the  Community 
Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  not  located  in  or  adjacent  to  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  as  shown  in  a  Seismic 
Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (Map  4  of  the  Community 
Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  landslide  (Map  5  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The 
project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  tsunami  run-up,  or  reservoir  inundation  hazards  (Maps  6,  and  7  in  the  Community 
Safety  Element). 

To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  the  Department 
of  Building  Inspection  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  will  determine 
necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from  ground  shaking. 
Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application 
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pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the  Building  Code.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site.  In 
view  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  geology/topography  impact. 


10)  Water 


-  Could  the  Project: 


YES 


NO 


DISCUSSED 


(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a  public  water 
supply? 


X 


X 


(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  resources,  or 
interfere  substantially  with  ground  water  recharge? 


X 
X 


X 


(c)  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation? 


The  project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality  or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply.  All  sanitary  wastewater 
from  the  proposed  building,  and  storm  water  runoff  from  the  project  site  would  continue  to  flow  into  the  City' s  combined 
sewer  system  and  would  be  treated  to  standards  contained  in  the  City' s  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  Permit  for  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge.  During  operations,  the  proposed 
project  would  comply  with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  requirements.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
substantially  degrade  water  quality. 

The  proposed  project  is  not  anticipated  to  change  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  area  and  would  not  measurably  affect 
current  runoff  or  groundwater.  Therefore,  neither  groundwater  resources  nor  runoff  and  drainage  would  be  adversely 
affected.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  water  quality  or  supply. 

11)  Energy/Natural  Resources         -  Could  the  Project:  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of  large  amounts  of 

fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  _  X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use,  extraction,  or 

depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _  X 


The  proposed  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title  24  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  For  this  reason,  it  would  not  cause  a 
wasteful  use  of  energy.  The  proposed  project's  impacts  on  energy  and  natural  resources  would  be  less  than  significant. 


12)  Hazards 


-  Could  the  Project: 


YES 


NO 


DISCUSSED 


(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the  use, 
production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area  affected? 


X 


(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 
evacuation  plans? 


X 


(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard? 


X 


X 


Building  Asbestos 

Asbestos-containing  materials  may  be  found  within  the  existing  building  that  is  proposed  for  demolition.  Section 
19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local  agencies  not  issue 
demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification  requirements  under  the 
applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The  BAAQMD  is  vested  by  the 
California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law 
enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and  location  of  the 
structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos; 
scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  abatement;  nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be 
employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal 
site  to  be  used.  The  BAAQMD  randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  BAAQMD  will  inspect 
any  removal  operation  concerning  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified  of  asbestos 
abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations  contained  in  8CCR1529  and 
8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos 
containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the 
State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where  abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator 
Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with  the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The 
contractor  and  hauler  of  the  material  is  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the 
material  from  the  site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  not 
issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described  above. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would  insure  that  any 
potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Contaminated  Soil 

The  City  has  adopted  an  ordinance  (Ordinance  253-86,  signed  by  the  Mayor  on  June  27, 1986),  which  requires  analyzing 
soil  for  hazardous  wastes  within  specified  areas,  known  as  the  Maher  areas,  when  over  50  cubic  yards  of  soil  is  to  be 
disturbed  and  on  sites  specifically  designated  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  project  site  does  not  occur  with  a 
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Maher  area  and  would  not  involve  excavation  in  excess  of  30  cubic  yards.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
result  in  a  significant  adverse  contaminated  soil  impact. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Because  of  the  age  of  the  existing  building,  which  is  proposed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  project,  it  may  contain  lead- 
based  paint.  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  34,  Section  3407  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work 
Practices  for  Lead-Based  Paint  on  Pre- 1 979  Buildings  and  Steel  Structures.  Where  there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or 
remove  lead  paint  on  any  building  built  on  or  before  December  31,  1978,  or  any  steel  structures  to  which  lead-based 
paint  disturbance  or  removal  would  occur,  and  exterior  work  would  disturb  more  than  100  sf  or  100  linear  feet  of  lead- 
based  paint,  Chapter  34  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work  methods  and 
penalties. 

Chapter  34  contains  performance  standards,  including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at 
protecting  human  health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD) 
Guidelines  (the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies 
prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing  work 
subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  work  debris  beyond  containment 
barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to 
remove  all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs.  Notification 
includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint  inspection  reports  verifying  the  presence  or  absence  of  lead-based 
paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to  commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide 
written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and 
approximate  square  footage  of  the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion 
dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present;  whether 
the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property,  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if 
any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification  requirements; 
and  the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Further  notice 
requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability 
of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the  home,  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by 
Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and  Notice  of  Lead-Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains 
provisions  regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non- 
compliance with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  established  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that  potential  impacts 
associated  with  lead-based  paint  disturbance  during  construction  activities  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code.  Existing 
buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition,  the  final  building  plans  for  any  new 
residential  project  greater  than  two  units  are  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (as  well  as  the  Department 
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of  Building  Inspection),  in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with  these  provisions.  Because  the  proposed  project  would 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire  Code,  it  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  fire  hazard  impact. 


In  view  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  have  no  significant  impacts  related  to  hazards. 


13)  Cultural     -  Could  the  Project: 


YES 


NO 


DISCUSSED 


(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 
site  or  a  property  of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  community  or 
ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a 
scientific  study? 


X 


X 


(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational,  religious  or 
scientific  uses  of  the  area? 


X 


(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code? 


X 


X 


Archaeological  Resources 

The  project  area  was  historically  composed  of  sand  dune  ridges  and  swales  with  scattered  pockets  of  vegetation  and  trees 
as  shows  on  the  1850s  U.S.  Coast  Survey  maps.  Development  of  the  Haight  district  required  the  grading  down  of  sand 
dunes  and  filling  in  of  depressions.  No  prehistoric  archaeological  deposits  have  as  of  yet  been  reported  for  the  part  of 
San  Francisco  where  the  project  site  is  located.  It  is  possible  that  prehistoric  deposits  are  present  at  greater  depths 
within/below  the  native  sand  dune  deposits.  Nothing  is  known  about  the  prehistory  of  the  project  site.  It  may  be  correct 
to  assume  that  prior  to  construction  of  the  existing  dwelling,  the  site  was  unimproved  or  developed  residentially. 
However,  other  property  types  were  present  in  the  area  in  the  19th  century,  including  a  dynamite  factory  approximately 
one  block  to  the  northwest  upslope  and  recreational  uses  several  blocks  to  the  east,  but  the  area  was  mostly  residential.  It 
is  unknown  if  domestic  archaeological  deposits,  if  present,  would  have  the  household-type  associations  that  might  make 
them  significant  under  CEQA  (having  significant  research  value).  The  proposed  project  may  result  in  a  small  amount  of 
soils  disturbance  beyond  the  area/depth  of  soils  previously  disturbed  for  construction  of  the  existing  dwelling.  This 
disturbance  would  probably  be  on  the  order  of  a  foot  beyond  the  depth  of  the  previous  soils  disturbance.  While,  it  is 
unknown  if  any  CEQA-significant  archaeological  deposits  are  present,  such  deposits  would  probably  be  below  the  area 
affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Hence,  the  Department  has  concluded  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  adversely 
affect  archaeological  resources  and  that  the  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  archaeological 
resources. 

Architectural  Resources 


Under  CEQA,  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  proposed  projects  to  impact  historical  resources  is  a  two-step  process.  The 
first  step  is  to  determine  whether  the  property  is  a  historical  resource.  If  the  property  is  a  historical  resource,  the  second 
step  is  to  evaluate  whether  the  proposed  project  would  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  to  the  historical  resource. 
CEQA  Statutes  Section  21084. 1  defines  a  historical  resources  as, "...  a  resource  listed  in,  or  determined  to  be  eligible  for 
listing  in,  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,"  properties  included  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources, 
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or  properties  deemed  significant  pursuant  to  criteria  set  forth  in  Public  Resources  Code  Section  5024. 1  (g).  According  to 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(3),  a  lead  agency  can  find  a  resource  has  been  determined  to  be  significant  in  the 
architectural,  engineering,  scientific,  economic,  agricultural,  educational,  social,  political,  military,  or  cultural  annals  of 
California,  provided  that  the  determination  is  supported  by  substantial  evidence  in  light  of  the  whole  record. 

A  November  5,  2003  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,  prepared  by  Kaye  Simonson,  Preservation  Technical 
Specialist  for  the  Planning  Department,  determined  that  the  existing  building  had  been  substantially  altered  and  therefore, 
does  not  appear  to  qualify  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  The  existing  building  at  450 
Frederick  Street  is  not  listed  under  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (which  concerns  sites  such  as 
designated  City  Landmarks  and  buildings  within  Historic  Districts),  or  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code  (which  involves 
rating  buildings  for  their  architectural  significance).  Based  on  this  determination,  as  well  as  other  factors,  a  categorical 
exemption  for  the  proposed  project  was  issued  on  November  10, 2003.  The  categorical  exemption  was  appealed  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  categorical  exemption  appeal  was  based  on  a  study,  commissioned  by  the  appellants  and  conducted  by  William 
Kostura,  an  architectural  historian,  which  stated  that  a  "potential"  historic  district,  rich  in  Victorian  and  early-20th  century 
houses,  exists  in  the  area  surrounding  450  Frederick  Street,  in  the  western  Haight-Ashbury.6  The  study  concluded  that, 
using  National  Register  and  California  Register  criteria,  450  Frederick  Street  would  be  considered  a  "non-contributor" 
building  to  a  potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  National  Register  or  California  Register  Historic  District.7  However,  the 
study  also  concluded  that,  using  the  criteria  employed  in  the  1980s  by  local  historian  Anne  Bloomfield  in  her  review  of 
the  Alamo  Square  local  Historic  District,  the  existing  450  Frederick  Street  building  would  be  considered  as  a  "potential 
contributor"  to  a  potential  local  Western  Haight-Ashbury  historic  district.8  In  order  to  further  evaluate  the  information 
presented  in  the  study  prepared  by  William  Kostura,  the  Planning  Department  rescinded  the  categorical  exemption  for  the 
proposed  project,  and  conducted  additional  environmental  review. 

Subsequent  to  the  categorical  exemption  appeal,  a  Historical  Resource  Evaluation  Report  (HRER)  for  450  Frederick 
Street  was  prepared  by  the  Architectural  Resources  Group  on  June  7,  2004,  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  existing 
building  qualifies  as  a  historical  resource  in  accordance  with  Section  15064.5  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department's  CEQA  Review  Procedures  for  Historic  Resources  (final  draft  dated  May  5, 2004).9 
On  July  13,  2004,  a  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  was  prepared  by  Mark  Luellen,  Preservation  Technical 
Specialist  for  the  Planning  Department,  based  on  all  the  information  available  to  the  Planning  Department,  including, 
specifically,  the  HRER.  In  July  of  2004,  Mr.  Kostura  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  a  response  to  the  HRER. 
The  following  summarizes  the  conclusions  of  the  HRER  and  the  Planning  Department's  Historic  Resource  Evaluation 
Response. 


William  Kostura,  architectural  historian,  A  Potential  Historic  District  in  the  Western  Haight-Ashbury,  April  5, 2004.  This 
document  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5  th 
Floor,  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2003.1 108E. 

Non-contributor  buildings  are  those  that  were  built  after  the  Period  of  Significance  or  were  significantly  altered. 
Potential  contributors  are  buildings  that  were  built  during  the  Period  of  Significance  but  have  suffered  serious  alterations. 
Contributing  buildings  are  those  that  possess  integrity  to  the  Period  of  Significance;  they  convey  the  qualities  that  make  the 
district  historically  or  architecturally  significant. 

Architectural  Resources  Group,  Historical  Resource  Evaluation  Report  -  450  Frederick  Street,  June  7,  2004.  This 
document  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th 
Floor,  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2003.1 108E. 
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Potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District 


National  Register  and  California  Register  Historic  Districts  are  a  concentration  of  historic  buildings,  structures,  objects, 
or  sites  within  precise  boundaries  that  share  a  common  historical,  cultural  or  architectural  background.  Individual 
resources  within  a  historic  district  may  lack  individual  significance  for  inclusion  on  the  California  Register  but  may  be 
considered  a  contributor  to  the  significance  of  the  district.10  The  blocks  immediately  surrounding  the  450  Frederick 
Street  property  appear  potentially  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  and  California  Registers  as  a  historic  district 
(Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District),  pending  intensive  documentation  and  evaluation.  The  potential  Western 
Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District  appears  eligible  under  California  Register  Criteria  1  and  3  for  its  association  with  early 
community  development  in  the  Haight-Ashbury  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco,  and  as  a  relatively  intact  grouping  of 
Victorian  and  Edwardian-era  architecture. 1 1  The  Period  of  Significance  preliminarily  identified  for  this  potential  historic 
district  is  from  1880s  through  the  1910s.12 

Further,  in  accordance  with  Article  10,  Section  1004(a)(2)  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  'The  Board  of 
Supervisors  may,  by  ordinance,  designate  an  area  containing  a  number  of  structures  having  a  special  character  or  special 
historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  or  value,  and  constituting  a  distinct  section  of  the  city,  as  a  historic  district." 
Due  to  its  special  architectural  and  historical  character,  the  potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District,  also 
appears  eligible  for  designation  as  a  local  historic  district  under  language  set  forth  in  the  Planning  Code. 

In  summary,  the  potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District  appears  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  and  for  designation  under  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code.  As  such,  the 
HRER  and  the  Planning  Department's  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  concluded  that  the  area  would  likely  meet 
the  definition  of  a  historical  resource  under  the  language  set  forth  in  Section  15064.5  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

450  Frederick  Street.  The  residence  at  450  Frederick  Street  was  originally  constructed  in  approximately  1897  and 
therefore,  about  107  years  of  age.  The  residence  may  have  been  constructed  by  John  Stierlen,  a  local  builder  responsible 
for  the  construction  of  other  residential  buildings  in  the  Haight-Ashbury  neighborhood.  The  building  was  built  in  a 
vernacular  Queen  Anne  style.  A  historic  photograph  of  the  residence  from  1931  reveals  that  the  home  once  featured  a 
great  deal  of  exterior  ornamentation  typically  employed  in  Queen  Anne  construction,  including  decorative  wood 
modillion  coursing  in  the  front  facing  gable  and  frieze,  a  bracketed  recessed  entry  with  spindlework  and  lattice  porch 
detailing,  one-over-one  double-hung  wood  sash  windows,  a  turret  on  the  west  elevation,  and  an  additional  bay,  and  a 
turret  or  tower  element  on  the  rear  elevation.  Comparison  of  the  1 93 1  photograph  with  current  photographs  reveals  that 
the  following  alterations  have  occurred: 


California  Office  of  Historic  Preservation,  Technical  Assistance  Series  #3  -  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources:  Questions  and  Answers. 

California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  Criterion  1 :  building,  structure,  object,  or  historic  district  associated  with 
events  or  patterns  of  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  local  or  regional  history,  or 
the  cultural  heritage  of  California  or  the  United  States. 

California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  Criterion  3:  building,  structure,  object,  or  historic  district  that  embodies  the 
distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  construction,  or  represents  the  work  of  a  master,  or 
possesses  high  artistic  values. 

Architectural  Resources  Group,  Historical  Resource  Evaluation  Report  -  450  Frederick  Street,  June  7,  2004.  This 
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•  Removal  of  the  west  elevation  turret; 

•  Removal  of  the  rear  elevation  bay/turret/tower  element; 

•  Replacement  of  the  original  windows  along  the  street-facing  facade; 

•  Removal  of  the  decorative  modillion  coursing  and  the  dentil  band  from  the  gable; 

•  Removal  of  the  decorative  elements  from  the  frieze; 

•  Removal  of  decorative  wood  details  from  porch/Porch  hood  including  lattice,  spindlework; 

•  Reconfiguration  of  the  original  projecting  porch  hood; 

•  Extension  of  the  exterior  garage  walls  to  become  flush  with  the  rest  of  the  facade  (built-out  the  walls  around  the 
bay  at  the  ground  level);  and 

•  Addition  of  new  exterior  siding  on  all  street-facing  facades. 

California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  Resources  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources  include  buildings,  structures,  objects,  or  historic  districts  that  retain  historic  integrity  and  are  historically 
significant  at  the  local,  state  or  national  level  under  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria: 

Criterion  1:  It  is  associated  with  events  or  patterns  of  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  local  or  regional  history,  or  the  cultural  heritage  of  California  or  the  United  States; 

Criterion  2:  It  is  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  important  to  local,  California,  or  national  history;  or 

Criterion  3:  It  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  construction,  or 
represents  the  work  of  a  master,  or  possesses  high  artistic  values;  or 

Criterion  4:  It  has  yielded,  or  has  the  potential  to  yield,  information  important  to  the  prehistory  or  history  of  the  local 
area,  state  or  the  nation. 

In  addition  to  having  significance,  resources  must  have  "integrity"  for  the  period  of  significance.  Integrity  is  the 
authenticity  of  a  historical  resource's  physical  identity  as  evidence  by  survival  of  characteristics  or  historic  fabric  that 
existed  during  the  resource' s  period  of  significance.  Simply  put,  resources  must  retain  enough  of  their  historic  character 
or  appearance  to  be  recognizable  as  historical  resources  and  to  convey  the  reasons  for  their  significance. 

In  its  current  condition,  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  does  not  represent  the  Period  of  Significance  identified  for  the 
potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District  (1880s-1910s),  and  does  not  convey  an  association  with  early 
community  development  in  the  area.  Specifically,  the  existing  building  does  not  feature  a  significant  amount  of  exterior 
architectural  ornamentation  indicative  of  the  Queen  Anne  style  to  support  a  determination  of  significance  under  Criterion 
1 .  Over  the  course  of  approximately  70  years,  the  character-defining  features  of  the  residence  have  been  removed.  Thus, 
the  existing  building  no  longer  exhibits  any  of  the  essential  features  or  distinctive  characteristics  that  would  make  it  of 
high  artistic  value  or  communicate  why  the  property  would  be  considered  significant.  Additionally,  although  the  interior 
appears  to  be  relatively  intact  and  unaltered,  there  are  no  significant  interior  elements  or  features  of  merit  importance,  and 
the  floor  plan/interior  configuration  appears  to  be  typical  to  that  found  in  other  dwellings  constructed  on  a  narrow  lot 
throughout  the  City.  Using  the  National  Register  and  California  Register  criteria,  the  subject  property  is  a  "non- 
contributor"  to  the  potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District.  Consequently,  450  Frederick  Street  does  not 
qualify  as  a  historic  resource  either  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district  under  California  Register  Criterion  1. 
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Furthermore,  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  is  not  associated  with  any  important  owners  or  occupants  in  terms  of 
local,  state,  regional,  or  national  history.  As  mentioned  above,  the  building  may  have  been  constructed  by  John  Stierlen, 
a  local  builder  responsible  for  the  construction  of  other  dwellings  in  the  Haight.  However,  due  to  extensive  exterior 
alterations,  the  building  does  not  accurately  represent  Stierlen' s  work,  particularly  when  compared  with  other  examples 
in  the  surrounding  area.  Additionally,  no  historical  evidence  has  been  presented  or  uncovered  to  support  the  notion  that 
Stierlen  could  be  considered  a  master  builder  in  San  Francisco  history.  Consequently,  the  subject  property  does  not 
qualify  as  a  historic  resource  either  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district  under  California  Register  Criterion  2. 

The  subject  property  is  simple  in  plan,  design,  and  void  of  significant  architectural  detail.  The  residence  does  not 
embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  Queen  Anne  construction.  As  described 
above,  all  of  the  building's  original  exterior  building  materials  and  significant  character-defining  features  have  been 
removed,  and  as  such,  450  Frederick  does  not  exhibit  any  notable  features  or  possess  high  artistic  value  which  would 
substantiate  a  determination  of  significance  under  California  Register  Criterion  3.  Additionally,  according  to  the 
National  Register  Bulletin  15:  How  to  Apply  the  National  Register  Criteria  for  Evaluation,  "a  component  of  a  district 
cannot  contribute  to  the  significance  if  it  has  been  substantially  altered  since  the  period  of  the  district's  significance." 
Consequently,  the  subject  property  does  not  qualify  as  a  historic  resource  either  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district  under 
California  Register  Criterion  3. 

Finally,  subsequent  study  of  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  is  not  likely  to  lead  to  further  information  regarding  the 
historical  or  architectural  significance  of  the  building.  Consequently,  the  building  is  unlikely  to  yield  further  information 
important  to  prehistory,  or  local,  state,  regional  or  national  history.  Therefore,  the  subject  property  does  not  qualify  as  a 
historic  resource  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district  under  California  Register  Criterion  4. 

The  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  (dated  July  13,  2004)  indicates  that  while  450  Frederick  Street  retains 
location  and  setting,  it  lacks  design,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling  and  association.  Therefore,  the  subject  property 
does  not  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  Queen  Anne  construction.  In 
summary,  450  Frederick  does  not  qualify  as  a  historic  resource  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district  under  the  California 
Register  criteria  outlined  above.  Therefore,  the  subject  property  is  determined  not  to  be  eligible  as  a  historic  resource 
under  the  California  Register. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Article  10.  In  accordance  with  Article  10,  Section  1004(a)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code,  'The  Board  of  Supervisors  may,  by  ordinance,  designate  an  individual  structure  or  other  feature  or  an 
integrated  group  of  structures  and  features  on  a  single  lot  or  site,  having  a  special  character  or  special  historical, 
architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  or  value,  as  a  landmark,  and  shall  designate  a  landmark  site  for  each  landmark."  The 
interiors  of  private  properties  are  not  considered  when  evaluating  eligibility  for  landmarking  under  Article  10.  The  450 
Frederick  Street  residence  does  not  qualify  for  designation  as  a  Landmark  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Historical  research  did  not  identify  any  significant  events,  persons,  or  groups  associated  with  the  450 
Frederick  Street  residence  that  would  support  a  special  historical  interest  or  value  in  the  building.  Similarly,  the 
residence  does  not  appear  to  have  any  special  character,  architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  of  value  that  would  support  a 
local  designation  effort. 

In  accordance  with  Article  10,  Section  1011(a)  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  "The  Advisory  Board  may 
recommend,  and  the  Planning  Commission  may  approve,  a  list  of  structures  of  historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  merit 
which  have  not  been  designated  as  landmarks  and  are  not  situated  in  designated  historic  districts."  The  450  Frederick 
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Street  residence  does  not  exhibit  any  details  or  architectural  or  aesthetic  merit.  Research  did  not  identify  any  historical 
associations  with  the  property  that  would  be  considered  meritorious  and  worthy  of  recognition.  Aside  from  the 
preliminary  Western  Haight-Ashbury  Historic  District  survey  activities  undertaken  in  response  to  the  proposed 
demolition  of  the  subject  property,  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  has  not  been  identified  or  documented  in  past 
survey  efforts  in  San  Francisco.  Accordingly,  the  residence  does  not  appear  to  qualify  for  recognition  or  listing  as  a 
Structure  of  Merit  by  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Advisory  Board  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission. 
Furthermore,  due  to  the  removal  of  the  building's  significant  exterior  character-defining  features,  the  450  Frederick 
Street  residence  no  longer  holds  any  special  character,  or  historical  or  architectural  interest  or  value,  which  would  support 
specifically  calling  out  the  property  as  a  contributing  element  of  the  preliminarily  identified  Western  Haight-Ashbury 
Historic  District. 

In  the  1980s,  the  City  employed  a  category  it  termed,  "potential  contributors"  to  classify  buildings  in  a  historic  district 
(such  as  the  Alamo  Square  Historic  District,  documented  by  Anne  Bloomfield).  "Potential  contributors"  were  buildings 
built  during  the  Period  of  Significance,  but  that  suffered  subsequent  serious  alterations.  These  buildings  possessed  only 
the  basic  form,  footprint,  and  fenestration  of  the  original  building,  and  therefore,  convey  some  of  the  qualities  that  make 
the  district  significant. 13  Use  of  this  criteria  or  employment  of  the  category  of  "potential  contributor"  for  450  Frederick  is 
not  appropriate  because  the  Landmarks  Board,  in  June  of  2000,  adopted  Resolution  527,  which  adopted  the  Secretary  of 
Interior's  Standards  and  the  California  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  Recordation  Manual  as  the  criteria  to  be  used 
in  all  Landmark  and  Historic  District  Designation  Reports  and  nominations,  and  in  all  Structures  of  Merit  nominations 
under  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code. 14  The  Landmarks  Board's  resolution  established  that  the  following  criteria  be 
used  when  evaluating  potentially  historic  properties: 

The  quality  of  significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  and  culture  is  present  in 
districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  materials, 
workmanship,  feeling,  and  association;  and 

A.  That  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  our 
history;  or 

B.  That  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

C.  That  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or  that  represent 
the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a  significant  and 
distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or 

D.  That  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 

The  criteria  above  are  essentially  the  same  as  the  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  subject  property  for  eligibility  to  be  listed 
on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  Under  these  locally  employed  criteria,  the  subject  property  does  not 
qualify  individually  or  as  part  of  a  local  historic  district  for  reasons  discussed  above  in  relation  to  the  property's  eligibility 
for  listing  on  the  California  Register.  Application  of  the  local  historic  district  criteria  that  were  employed  prior  to  the 
Landmarks  Board's  June  2000  adoption  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  and  the  California  State  Office  of  Historic 


William  Kostura,  architectural  historian,  A  Potential  Historic  District  in  the  Western  Haight-Ashbury,  April  5,  2004. 
This  document  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street,  5th  Floor,  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2003. 1 108E. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  San  Francisco  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  5,  Landmarks  and 
Historic  District  Designation  Procedures,  April  4,  2001. 
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Preservation  Recordation  Manual  for  use  in  evaluating  potentially  historic  properties  to  450  Frederick  is  not  appropriate. 
The  use  of  such  outdated  local  historic  district  criteria,  i.e.  criteria  that  are  not  based  on  the  National  or  California 
Register's  criteria,  runs  counter  to  the  existing  City  standards  forjudging  eligibility  of  properties  as  historical  resources. 
Mr.  Kostura  agrees  with  the  conclusion  that  using  National  Register  and  California  Register  criteria,  as  currently  applied 
as  local  San  Francisco  criteria,  450  Frederick  Street  would  be  considered  a  non -contributor  building  to  a  potential 
Western  Haight-Ashbury  National  Register  or  California  Register  Historic  District.15 

Furthermore,  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  has  been  altered  such  that  the  essential  or  significant  architectural  details 
would  need  to  be  reconstructed  in  order  to  return  the  building  to  its  original  or  early  appearance  as  presented  in  the  1931 
photograph  of  the  home.  The  use  of  the  term  "potential  contributor"  appears  to  imply  speculation  regarding  some  future 
intent  to  reconstruct  a  majority  of  the  character-defining  features  from  which  the  building's  significance  may  have  once 
been  derived.  What  is  relevant  to  a  review  under  CEQA  as  to  whether  a  property  is  a  potential  historic  resource  in  its 
current  condition.  The  450  Frederick  Street  structure  is  generally  void  of  character  defining  features  associated  with  the 
Queen  Anne  architectural  style  because  all  of  these  original  exterior  building  materials  and  significant  character  defining 
features  have  been  removed  and,  as  such,  the  residence  does  not  possess  integrity  of  design,  materials,  workmanship, 
feeling  and  association.  The  residence  at  450  Frederick  Street  cannot  contribute  significance  to  the  potential  Western 
Haight-Ashbury  historic  district  because  it  has  been  substantially  altered  since  the  Period  of  Significance. 

In  summary,  although  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  still  generally  conveys  its  original  form,  plan,  space  and 
structure,  it  is  unremarkable  in  design  and  architectural  style  due  to  removal  of  original  exterior  elements.  The  HRER 
and  the  Planning  Department's  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  uncovered  no  evidence  to  support  the 
determination  that  450  Frederick  Street  residence  is  individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  or  California 
Registers,  nor  does  the  residence  appear  to  meet  the  criteria  for  individual  designation  as  a  San  Francisco  Landmark,  for 
recognition  as  a  San  Francisco  Structure  of  Merit,  or  for  designation  as  a  contributor  building  to  a  potential  historic 
district.  Furthermore,  use  of  criteria  that  are  no  longer  employed  by  the  City  to  classify  450  Frederick  Street  as  a 
"potential  contributor"  to  a  potential  Western  Haight-Ashbury  local  Historic  District  is  not  appropriate  given  San 
Francisco' s  use  of  California  Register  criteria  as  well  as  given  adopted  Planning  Department  and  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  evaluation  criteria.  Accordingly,  the  450  Frederick  Street  residence  has  been  determined  not  to  be 
significant,  either  individually  or  as  part  of  a  district,  in  the  architectural,  engineering,  scientific,  agricultural,  educational, 
social,  political,  military,  or  cultural  annals  of  California.  The  residence,  therefore,  does  not  qualify  as  a  historic  resource 
under  Section  15064.5(a)(3)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

Proposed  Project 

As  described  above,  the  historic  environment  surrounding  the  project  site  appears  to  meet  the  definition  of  a  potential 
historic  district  under  the  California  Register  and  therefore,  to  be  a  historical  resource  under  CEQA.  Accordingly  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department  determined  that  any  new  construction  proposed  for  the  lot  undergo  review  for  general 
compliance  or  consistency  with  the  Standards  of  Rehabilitation  set  forth  by  the  United  States  Interior  Department  and 
contained  within  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for 
Preserving,  Rehabilitating,  Restoring  &  Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings.  The  proposed  design  scheme  for  the  new 
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450  Frederick  Street  building  entails  construction  of  a  four-story  neo-Edwardian  style  building  with  a  slightly  off-center 
projecting  bay  spanning  the  length  of  the  front  facade  from  the  garage  to  the  roofline,  and  featuring  a  series  of  single-or- 
double-hung  windows  at  each  floor  level  (see  Figure  4).  The  design  scheme  evaluated  in  the  HRER  exhibits  extensive 
classical  style  exterior  ornament  including  scallop/egg  and  dart  molding,  swags/festoons  and  modified  rosette  molding,  a 
paneled  roofline  cornice,  classical  order  columns  and  pilasters  at  the  garage-level  and  in  the  projecting  bay,  a  recessed 
entry  with  a  classically  decorated  pediment  and  columns,  an  ocular  window  with  hood  and  fleur-de-lis  molding  at  the 
second  level,  and  balconets  at  the  third  and  fourth  floors.  Based  on  the  site  plans  evaluated  in  the  HRER,  the  proposed 
project  appears  to  be  of  similar  height  as  the  adjacent  residential  building,  to  respect  window  types  and  front  porch/entry 
patterns  exhibited  throughout  the  neighborhood.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  appears  to  be  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  historic  environment  with  regard  to  size,  scale,  proportion,  and  massing. 

The  proposed  design  appears  to  be  relying  heavily  on  the  use  of  historical  style  ornamentation  in  order  to  match  existing 
features  on  the  adjacent  non-historic  building  facade,  and  perhaps  other  buildings  in  the  neighborhood.  While  these 
features  would  seem  to  enhance  the  existing  historic  character  of  the  neighborhood,  it  is  important  to  distinguish  this  new 
proposed  design  from  the  extant  historic  buildings  nearby  so  as  to  not  create  a  false  historical  building  facade.  The 
HRER  recommended  that  the  project  sponsor  explore  reducing  or  simplifying  the  amount  of  ornamental  detail  in  order  to 
present  a  modern  interpretation  of  the  classical  style.  The  HRER  also  recommended  that  the  project  sponsor  employ 
durable  materials  for  the  exterior  facade  details.  A  revised  project  drawing  of  the  facade,  dated  May  2005,  shows  that 
swags/festoons  and  modified  rosette  molding,  a  paneled  roofline  cornice  and  fluer-de-lis  molding  above  an  ocular 
window  have  been  removed,  thus,  simplifying  the  amount  of  ornamental  detail  and  reducing  any  concern  that  the 
proposed  project  would  create  a  false  historical  building  facade. 

Based  on  the  information  presented  above,  450  Frederick  Street  is  not  a  historic  structure  and  is  not  a  contributing 
building  to  a  historic  district.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  not  disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  property  of  historic  or 
cultural  significance  or  conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  under  California  Register  criteria  or  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Articles  10  or  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than- 
significant  historic  resources  impact  to  a  potential  historic  district. 

C.  OTHER     -  Could  the  Project:  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments  other  than 
Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  or  from 

Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?    X   

Neighborhood  Notice 

A  notice  of  project  receiving  environmental  review  was  sent  out  on  April  8, 2005  to  potentially  interested  parties.  Five 
letters  were  received.  Three  of  the  letters  expressed  opposition  to  the  demolition  of  the  existing  building.  The  remaining 
letters  expressed  support  for  the  proposed  project.  Individuals  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  project  expressed  concern 
that  it  would  result  in  potentially  adverse  land  use,  visual  quality,  and  cultural  resources  impacts  and  that  the  facade  of 
the  existing  building  can  be  restored  with  little  difficulty.  Individuals  in  support  of  the  proposed  project  stated  that  the 
existing  residential  building  is  in  need  of  so  much  work  that  there  is  no  cost  effective  way  to  upgrade  the  property  and 
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that  the  building  aesthetically  detracts  from  the  neighborhood.  Environmental  issues  identified  in  the  public  comments, 
as  noted  above,  are  addressed  in  this  Initial  Study,  under  applicable  topics. 


YES 


NO 


DISCUSSED 


D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


1)    Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 
measures  are  not  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 


2)    Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate  significant 
effects  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 


The  following  mitigation  measure  has  been  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  and  is  necessary  to  avoid  potential  significant 
effects  of  the  project. 

Mitigation  Measure  1  -  Construction  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  and 
construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand, 
and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand,  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

Ordinance  1 75-9 1 ,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6, 1 99 1 ,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust 
control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  that  the  contractors)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the 
Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractors)  to  maintain  and  operate 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a 
prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 
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E.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  YES       NO  DISCUSSED 

1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality  of  the 
environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species, 
cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels, 
threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or 
restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

prehistory?    X  X 

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term,  to  the 

disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X  X 

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which  are 
individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light 

of  past  projects,  other  current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  _ _         X  X 

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on  human  beings, 

either  directly  or  indirectly?    XX 

The  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  all  applicable  zoning  controls.  While  local  concerns  or  other  planning 
considerations  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the  proposal,  in  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning 
Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 


F.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

X_  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there  WELL  NOT  be  a 
significant  effect  in  this  case  because  Mitigation  Measure  lin  the  discussion  above  has  been  included  as  part 
of  the  proposed  project.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 


I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 
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